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Determination of’ NLPA Adeqiiac (DNA)

U.S. Department of the Interior
B tireau of Land Manacement

OFFiCE:: Caliente Field 001cc, [10300

TRACKING NUMBER: DOl-BLM-NV-L030—20 14—0004—DNA

PROPOSED ACTION TITLE/TYPE: Annual Authorization of Inspection, Maintenance & Repair
of Wildlifl Water Developments in Wilderness

LOCATI ON/LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Delarnar Mountains, Meadow Valley Range, Mormon
Mountains and Far South Egans Wilderness areas

A. Description of Proposed Action and any applicable mitigation
measures

This annual DNA requirement will review the NDOW’s annual activity plan for inspection,
maintenance and repair of wildlife water developments within wilderness on the Ely District.
The project area includes four wildernesses (Delamar Mountains, Meadow Valley Range,
Mormon Motintains and Far South Egans), which encompass 3 1 wildlife water developments
(guzzlers). The 2014 annual inspection plan includes inspection flights to 14 big game guzzlers
in three wilderness areas (Delamar Mountains, Meadow Valley Rang, and Mormon Mountains
Wi Idernesses).

B. Land Use Plan Conformance

LUP Name* Liv District Record Date Approved: Insert Date Appmed August 2OOf
of Decision and
ediesotirce
tvlanaueinent Plan

*j,q upplica/Ie J.tP.s (/or i’xulnplt’, i’t’sour(’t i1iacgi’nhol plans: ac1iviIt p!ojc’c/. nlU/1agc’1flcfl1, or prt)gruni
plans: or apphc’alil’ anz ‘ndmL’nis iJicrc It)

The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUP because it is specifically
provided for in the following LUI decisions:

SD-5: Manage 22 designated wilderness areas in accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1964; the
Nevada Wilderness Protection Act of 1 989; the Lincoln County Conservation. Recreation, and
Development Act of 2004; the White Pine County Conservation, Recreation and Development
Act of 2006.

The proposed action is in conformance with the LUP, even though it is not specifically
provided foi because it is clearly consistent with the following LUP decisions (objectives,
terms, and conditions):

C. Identify applicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
documents and other related documents that cover the proposed
action.

List by name and date all applicable NEIA documents that cover the proposed action.
(iaplcr I Dcttrmi,7alion o/.’sLP-1 .Idt’quaco tl)V 1

.1. ]3i’s’criplmn 01 ]‘ivpostd .kiion arc] any

applu’abk !11!Ii,vi/ion /nc’a,ctfrc.s’
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Isstiance of Authoiizations to Nevada Department of Wild Ii I (br WilcIli k Watert)evelopinent Inspection, Maintenance anti Repairs within I3LM Wilderness Areas in Nevada([)Ol—BLM—NV—L030—201 2—0003—LA, January 13, 2t)t 2). BLM — NDOW MOU (Amendmentto Memorandum of Understanding Between: The Bureau of Land anti the Nevada Departmentof Wildlife Supplement No. 9 WiIdIilC Management in Nevada BLM Wilderness Areas BLMMOU 6300—N V930—0402).

D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria

I. Is the new proposed action a feature of or essentially similar to, an alternative analyzedin the existing NFlA document(s)? Is the project within the same analysis area, or if theproject location is diffrrent, are the geographic and resource conditions sufficiently similarto those analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s)? if there are ditierences, can youexplain why they are not substantial?

The new proposed action is exactly the same as the proposed action under the existing NEPAdocument. It is being analyzed annually per the requirements in the BLM — NDOW MOU,which states:

“When [the annual Operations and Maintenance Schedule is] received by the appropriate BLMDistrict Managers, the BLM will conduct a determination o1National Environmental Policy Act(NEPA) adequacy (DNA) and then, by April 1 5th of each year, issue an authorization letter toNDOW citing BLM environmental assessment “DOl -B LM-N VLO3 0-201 2-0003-LA” and the DRdated January 13, 2012, as the mandate for authorizing the proposal. No further ptiblic notificationwith 30—clay public comment period, 111 inimum reqtiirement decision analysis, environmentalreview, DR and FONSI will he necessary for each annual authorization.”

2. Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document(s) appropriatewith respect to the new proposed action, given current environmental coticerns, interests,and resource value?

The proposed action falls within the range of alternatives considered in the LA and no conditionswithin the project area have changed since the LA was completed.

3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as,rangeland health standard assessments, recent endangered species listings, updatetl listsof BLM sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and newcircumstances would not substantially change the analysis of the new proposed action?

Yes, the existing analysis is valid. No new information or circumstances would substantiallychange the analysis of the new proposed action.

4. Are the direct, indirect, and ctimulative effects that wotilcl result from implementation ofthe new proposed action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzedin the existing NEPA document?

Yes, the direct, indirect and cumulative elThcts are the same as in the existing document. Theproposed action and analysis would be the same as in the existing doctirnent.

5. Are there public involvement and interagency reviews associated with existing NEPAdocument(s) adequate for the current proposed action?

( hapkr I ])c’kr;ninulion ()/.\ EPI Adcqitucv (DA1)
1).’1p.l r1C1C’(jII(t(l’ (rilinG
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Yes. The existint lA Was developed with lull public involvement. A Notice of Proposed Actions,
Lands in Wilderness was released on October 20, 2011, when the project was first initiated.
‘l’his notification was distributed to the Fly l)istrict and Southern Nevada District Wilderness
mailing lists, and to interested parties. Comments for this public scoping period were accepted
until November 25, 2011. Four comments were received. For the Ely District, the project was
scoped internally iii the Schell Field Ollice on October 3. 2011 and in the Caliente Field 0111cc
on October 25, 2011

A 30—day public comment period on the draft LA was initiated on December 1 , 2011 and
published on the ePlanning Front 0111cc website on the same day. All parties on the Ely District
Wilderness and Southern Nevada District Wilderness mailing lists, and interested parties were
notified of the coniment period. Six public comments were received on the draft EA, all of which
were in support of authorizing the tise ofa helicopter to access the wildlife water developments.

Upon completion of the EA, FONSI and DR. the ELM —NDOW MOU was updated with
full review by both parties.

E. Persons/Agencies/BLM Staff Consulted

Table 1.1. List of Preparers

Name Role I)iscipline
Emi Iv Simpson Wi Iclerness Planner Wilderness

ote

Rclr to the l.A/I IS flr a complete list of the team members participating in the preparation
of the original environmental analysis or planning documents.

Table 1.2. Cooperating Agencies

Agency Type State
Contact Name Cody McKee
Coiitact Date April 9. 2013
MOU Number MOU 6300—NV930—0402: Amendment to

Memorandum of tJnderstandino Bet een: The Bureau
of Land and the Nevada Department of Wildlife
Supplement No. 9 Wildlii Management in Nevada
I3LM Wilderness Areas

MOU Signed Date I 1-29- 12

Conclusion

Based on the review documented above. I conclude that this proposal conforms to the applicable
land use plan and that the NLPA documentation iull3’ covers the proposed action and constitutes
BLM’s compliance with the requirement ofN EPA.

(Inip/c I Dc1L’rflhtnulion of .\]J4 Adccjuaay (D’YA)
1. I’t’rSOflS/.1gCflC1L’S/BLilJ SIn/f Consulted
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Signature roject Lea

C. oordiiiat r

Signature of the Responsible QciaJ / Date

Note:

The signed Conclusion on this Worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s internal
decision process and does not constitute and appealable decision process and does not
constitute an appealable decision. I lowever, the lease, permit, or other authorization based
on this DNA is subject to protest or appeal under 43 CFR Part 4 and the program-specific
regulations.

Chapter 1 Determination ofNEPA Adequacy (DNA)
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